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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

STATE OF IDAHO,
Plaintiff-Respondent,
v.
CAMILLE L. MEADOR,
Defendant-Appellant.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

NO. 45562
Boundary County Case No.
CR-2015-955

RESPONDENT’S BRIEF

Issue
Has Meador failed to establish that the district court abused its discretion by relinquishing
jurisdiction?

Meador Has Failed To Establish That The District Court Abused Its Sentencing Discretion
Pursuant to a plea agreement, Meador pled guilty to possession of methamphetamine and
the district court imposed a unified sentence of four years, with two years fixed, suspended the
sentence, and placed Meador on supervised probation for two years. (R., pp.64-66, 137-38, 17076.)
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Approximately two months later, Meador violated her probation by absconding
supervision.

(R., pp.182-83, 207.)

The district court subsequently continued Meador on

supervised probation with the condition that she serve 60 days in the county jail. (R., pp.21116.)
Upon being released from the county jail, Meador again violated the conditions of her
probation, by failing to report to the probation office, failing to provide her probation officer
with “an address as to her whereabouts,” avoiding supervision, failing to obtain employment, and
consuming alcohol, marijuana, and methamphetamine.

(R., pp.226, 244-46, 260-61.)

The

district court revoked Meador’s probation, executed the underlying sentence, and retained
jurisdiction. (R., pp.264-67.) Following the period of retained jurisdiction, the district court
relinquished jurisdiction. (R., pp.275-77.) Meador filed a notice of appeal timely from the
district court’s order relinquishing jurisdiction. (R., pp.286-88.)
Meador asserts that the district court abused its discretion by relinquishing jurisdiction
because she acknowledged that she “fail[ed] at the rider miserably,” she “had begun putting [a]
probation plan together,” and, she claims, she “had actually begun the rehabilitation process”
while on her rider. (Appellant’s brief, pp.3-5; Tr., p.8, Ls.4-5.) Meador has failed to establish an
abuse of discretion.
“Probation is a matter left to the sound discretion of the court.” I.C. § 19-2601(4). The
decision to place a defendant on probation or whether, instead, to relinquish jurisdiction over the
defendant is a matter within the sound discretion of the district court and will not be overturned
on appeal absent an abuse of that discretion. State v. Hansen, 154 Idaho 882, 889, 303 P.3d 241,
248 (Ct. App. 2013) (citing State v. Hood, 102 Idaho 711, 712, 639 P.2d 9, 10 (1981); State v.
Lee, 117 Idaho 203, 205–06, 786 P.2d 594, 596–97 (Ct. App. 1990)). A court’s decision to
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relinquish jurisdiction will not be deemed an abuse of discretion if the trial court has sufficient
information to determine that a suspended sentence and probation would be inappropriate under
I.C. § 19-2521. State v. Brunet, 155 Idaho 724, 729, 316 P.3d 640, 645 (2013); Hansen, 154
Idaho at 889, 303 P.3d at 248 (citing State v. Statton, 136 Idaho 135, 137, 30 P.3d 290, 292
(2001)).
Meador is not an appropriate candidate for probation, particularly in light of her
unwillingness to abide by the conditions of community supervision or institutional rules, her
repeated failures to appear and/or absconding behavior, and her failure to demonstrate any
rehabilitative progress. While this case was pending, Meador twice failed to appear for court
hearings; on both occasions the court issued a bench warrant and Meador was later arrested on
the warrant. (R., pp.119, 132.) She then pled guilty to the instant offense and, as part of the plea
agreement, she was released on her own recognizance pending sentencing; however, within five
days, she violated the conditions of her release and another warrant was issued for her arrest.
(R., pp.137-38, 157-60.) Meador was subsequently arrested in Kootenai County and had to be
transported back to Boundary County for further proceedings in this case. (R., pp.160-61.)
The district court placed Meador on probation in November 2016, and Meador absconded
almost immediately– she moved out of her reported residence in December 2016 and thereafter,
her whereabouts were unknown. (R., pp.182-83.) She was eventually located and arrested on
March 31, 2017. (R., pp.187-88.) The district court subsequently granted Meador another
opportunity on probation; however, upon being released from the county jail, Meador
immediately violated the terms of her probation by failing to report to – or even contact – the
probation office for two months. (R., pp.211-12, 226, 244-45.) She also failed to provide “an
address as to her whereabouts”; as such, her whereabouts were unknown and she was
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unsupervised the entire time that she was in the community. (R., pp.244-46.) When she was
arrested on an agent’s warrant, Meador tested positive for methamphetamine and admitted that
she had also consumed alcohol and marijuana. (R., pp.225, 245.)
At the disposition hearing for her second probation violation, Meador’s counsel informed
the district court that Meador now had “a job and [a] place to live” and requested that Meador be
screened for Drug Court. (R., p.261.) The district court was willing to set the hearing over to
allow Meador the opportunity to apply for Drug Court; however, Meador declined the
opportunity and asked that she “be sentenced now and sent on a retained.” (R., p.261.) The
district court granted Meador’s request and placed her in the retained jurisdiction program. (R.,
pp.261, 264-67.)
Meador performed abysmally on her rider, incurring several verbal warnings and
“multiple corrective actions,” refusing to follow staff orders, and being defiant, disrespectful, and
“‘flippant’” toward staff. (PSI, pp.49, 52. 1) Meador had been at the “PRC” facility for only two
weeks when she received a DOR, which led to “an investigation that showed she had threatened
to harm another offender in the hopes of getting moved to another facility that she felt she could
successfully escape from,” and “once at the at [sic] prison, she had a plan to escape.” (PSI,
pp.49-50, 52, 56-57.) Consequently, Meador was removed from the PRC facility and transferred
to SBWCC, where she “continued to show defiance towards the rules by violating the sanctions
of her DOR” and incurring additional corrective actions. (PSI, pp.50, 52, 55.) Shortly thereafter,
she requested “information about how to quit her rider.” (PSI, pp.52, 54.) Meador’s program
manager met with her and “explained in detail” the consequences of refusing to program;
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PSI page numbers correspond with the page numbers of the electronic file “Confidential
Exhibits.pdf.”
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Meador nevertheless chose to sign the “Refusal to Program” form, resulting in a
recommendation for relinquishment. (PSI, pp.52-54.)
At the rider review hearing, despite the fact that she had requested to be placed in the
rider program (rather than being screened for Drug Court) and then refused to participate in the
program, Meador argued that she should be reinstated on probation a third time because she “did
volunteer for Drug Court,” she still had a job and a place to live available, and because, although
she “fail[ed] at the rider miserably,” she participated in the “offender led NA program” at the
rider, which, she claimed, “helped [her] and will continue helping [her].” (Tr., p.7, Ls.19-25;
p.8, Ls.4-6; p.9, Ls.3-7.) However, Meador demonstrated no rehabilitative progress while on her
rider, as she failed to complete any of her assigned programming, continually “showed defiance
towards [the] basic rules,” and ultimately submitted a signed form stating, “I, Camille Meador,
am refusing to participate in the Retained Jurisdiction program.” (PSI, pp.52-53.) She likewise
failed to reduce the risk she presents to others, as rider staff recommended that the district court
relinquish jurisdiction “[d]ue to the risk [Meador] poses to other offenders and the facility, along
with her refusal to program.” (PSI, p.52.)
Meador has done nothing that shows she is an acceptable candidate for probation.
Instead, her conduct has consistently demonstrated that community supervision is -not a viable
option in this case.

Meador essentially absconded five separate times since this case

commenced: twice by failing to appear at court hearings – after which she had to be arrested and
incarcerated to secure her appearance; once by violating the terms of pretrial release – after
which she was arrested in another county and had to be transported back to Boundary County for
sentencing in this case; and twice by failing to report for supervision or provide information as to
her whereabouts while she was on probation. (R., pp.119, 132, 157-61, 182-83, 244-46.) Then,
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after the district court granted her request to be placed in the retained jurisdiction program, she
immediately began planning to escape and abscond yet again. (R., p.261; PSI, pp.49-50.) As
Meador’s probation officer aptly stated (on two different occasions), it appears Meador “has no
desire to follow the rules and conditions set forth by the Court.” (R., pp.183, 246.)
At the jurisdictional review hearing, the state addressed Meador‘s abysmal performance
in the retained jurisdiction program, her unwillingness to abide by the terms of community
supervision, and her refusal to participate in her required rehabilitative programming. (Tr., p.5,
L.21 – p.7, L.2 (Appendix A).) The district court subsequently articulated the correct legal
standards applicable to its decision and also set forth its reasons for relinquishing jurisdiction.
(Tr., p.10, L.5 – p.11, L.13 (Appendix B).) The state submits that Meador has failed to establish
an abuse of discretion, for reasons more fully set forth in the attached excerpts of the
jurisdictional review hearing transcript, which the state adopts as its argument on appeal.
(Appendices A and B.)

Conclusion
The state respectfully requests this Court to affirm the district court’s order relinquishing
jurisdiction.

DATED this 1st day of May, 2018.

__/s/_Lori A. Fleming____________
LORI A. FLEMING
Deputy Attorney General

VICTORIA RUTLEDGE
Paralegal
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I HEREBY CERTIFY that I have this 1st day of May, 2018, served a true and correct
copy of the attached RESPONDENT’S BRIEF by emailing an electronic copy to:
BRIAN R. DICKSON
DEPUTY STATE APPELLATE PUBLIC DEFENDER
at the following email address: briefs@sapd.state.id.us.

__/s/_Lori A. Fleming____________
LORI A. FLEMING
Deputy Attorney General
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